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2.7.3.1 On-Site Versus Off-Site Disposal Alternative Comparison

Depending on the off-site disposal cell location and mode of transportation, off-site disposal
would cost approximately 63 to 118 percent more than on-site disposal. In absolute terms, off-
site disposal would cost approximately $158 million to $294 million more than on-site disposal,
depending on the off-site disposal location and mode of transportation.

2.7.3.2 Off-Site Transportation Options Comparison

Among the three transportation options, truck haul would be the least expensive and slurry
pipeline the most expensive. The cost difference between rail and slurry pipeline would be less
than 2 percent. Truck transportation would cost approximately 10 to 15 percent less than either
rail or slurry pipeline.

2.7.3.3 Off-Site Disposal Cell Locations Comparison

The costs for off-site disposal at the Klondike Flats and Crescent Junction sites would be
comparable, differing less than 2 percent regardless of the mode of transportation. Consistent
with this, the estimates indicate that transport distance is not a key factor in cost for the off-site
disposal alternatives. The approximate ratio of the distances of the Klondike Flats, Crescent
Junction, and White Mesa Mill sites from the Moab site is 1:1.7:4.7. However, despite the almost
5 times longer distance to White Mesa Mill, truck transportation would cost only 22 percent
more for the White Mesa Mill site than for the Klondike Flats site, and slurry transportation
would cost only 15 percent more. Nonetheless, the absolute increase in cost under the White
Mesa Mill off-site disposal alternative would be substantial. Compared to the cost to ship to the
Klondike Flats site, shipping to the White Mesa Mill site would cost $90 million more for truck
transport and $71 million more for pipeline transport. In contrast, the absolute increase in cost
for the Crescent Junction site over the Klondike Flats site would be only about $3 million to

$7 million, depending on the mode of transportation.
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